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Please see the two attached articles: “Ensuring Equity” and “Fostering Fiscal
Transparency”
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Ulrich Boser, Senior Fellow, and Cynthia G.
(Cindy) Brown, Vice President for Educalion
Poliey, Center for American Progress

In the 1980s and 90s, the debate over
educational fairness turned to the adequacy

of school funding. The development occurred
All students should have an equal oppertunity because states adopted standards that describe

to gain an cducation that prepares them for the  what students should know and be able to do,
rigots of college and the modern workplace. That  and instead of looking at whether school funding
means out nation’s school system should be fair,  was fair for all students, reformets began to focus
equitable, and provide all students—regardless
of their family background—uwich a quality
education.

But what's clear is that our school system does
not treat all students fairly; that large inequities
are pervasive throughout the nation, For

example, many states have regressive funding on whether or not school dollars were adequate
systems in which high-poverty districts get less g1 a1l srudents. But approaches to measuring
money than wealthier ones. In New Hampshire, adequacy vary widely, and there has been no clear
for instance, a district with a 30 percent poverty  concensus on how best to achieve an adequate

rate receives about two-thirds the money per . level of funding. At the same time, there’s been
N ) e

student than a district with no student poverty.’  pore research showing that how schools spend

School outcomes also vary widely by race and money can be just as important as how much

farnily income. Consider, for instance, thatacross ey spend. Indeed, studies have shown that
the country mote than 75 percent of White and  giqirices with relatively modest resources can
Asian students earn a high school diploma within .4, high levels of achievement, and student

four years. In contrast, 56 percent of Latino learning can be increased without necessarily

and 54 percent of African-American students spending additional dollars, if districts use their
graduate from high school on time.? money more productively.s

Debates over the fairness of the nation’s school Thus, reformers have increasingly been

system have raged for decades, and in the 1960s, advocating for a system under which a student’s
reform advocates began taking legal action. school would receive a certain amount of dollars
They argued thar financial resources should be based on the student’s particular needs and could
spread equally within states, and they sued state  j0n spend those funds flexibly, This policy has
agencies in order to seck greater aid for school a number of names, including weighted student
districts with low property wealth. The federal funding and resuls-based budgeting. A system
government also passed the Elementary and of weighted student funding would address the
Secondary Education Act (ESEA) in 1965, which ¢ thar education funds often do not follow
provides additional funds to schools with high students to the schools they attend. (In many
concentrations of low-income school children. areas, dollars are allocated based on all sorts of
The federal government’s role in funding schools  iher factors besides student need, from school
remains relatively small—around 8 percent’— politics to the demand for specialized programs.)
and the federal law has its own fairness issues. A system of weighted student funding would also
The formulas driving Title I funds favor large address the fact that students from low-income
districts over small- and medium-sized ones, backgrounds need additional services and

and they favor districts in wealthy and small support if they are expected to achieve to high

states.* Morcover, the fiscal requirements of Title 0 dards. Under a system of weighted student
I include 2 loophole that allows districts to fund funding, additional funds for low-income

their schools inequitably with state and local students could pay for initiatives that have shown
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Schools in High Gears Reforme Thar Wok Whon Thov Work Torgethor

success with such students, such as expanded
learning time and master and mentor teachers,

Fairness is not just a mateer of dollars and
cents, however, and reform advocates have also
grown increasingly concerned about closing
the achievement gaps between disadvantaged
students and their morc advantaged peers.

For years, state accountability systems only
examined average school performance, which
allowed schools and districts to be considered

successful even if they had large performance
gaps berween student populations. The most
recent reauthorizarion of ESEA helped change
thar, and the law took some important steps
towards encouraging states and districts to close
disparities in achievement.

For their part, some states and districts have
found success by focusing on ensuring that
every student has access to an effective reacher.
Students who have three or four strong teachers
in a row will soar academically regardless of
their racial or economic background, while
those who have a sequence of weak teachers fall
further and further behind. And while there
are strong teachers in virtually every school,
research shows that students in high-poverty
schoots are far moze likely than students in
more afffuent schools to have the least effective
weachers,

To be sure, an educational system that educates
all students to high standards will not be
accomplished with silver bullets, and it's clear
that focusing only on money-—or teachers—
will not be enough. For schools and districts to
succeed with all students—regardless of family
background—they need to fundamentally
restructure the way that they do business,

That means taking a comprehensive approach
to school reform, as well as encouraging new
wols and approaches that give educators the

incentives and opportunities to provide an
effective education for every student.

In the end, a few things are clear. Success is
possible, for one. Strategic initiatives can make a
significant difference in making school systems
more fair, and from 1973 to 2008, the marh
scale scotes of African-American 4th graders
jumped by more than 30 points, or roughly
three grade levels. For another, a fair educarion
system is necessary for our nation to remain
successful. One recent study found thae if the
United States had closed achievement gaps and
achieved like those of better-performing nations
such as Finland, GDP could have been $1.3
willion to $2.3 trillion higher”

The question then becomes when—and how—
our natiotis policy makers will devore the
political will to ensure a fair education system
for all. '

Irnproving Teacner
Quality andg

Kate Walsh, President, National Council on
Teacher Quality (NCT(Q)

An important shift in thinking about teacher
quality is underway. The demand for highly
qualified teachers is slowly, but surely, being
replaced by a call for highly effective reachers.
The change is more than just semantics. Policy
making around improving teacher quality

to date has focused almost exclusively on
qualifications: teacher credentials, majors,
degrees, licensing, But increased accountability
for student learning and compelling research
showing that teachers are the single most
important school-based drivers of student
achievernent,® are moving the field towards a
decidedly performance-based focus on teacher
quality.

According to 2 recent economic analysis by
Erik Hanushek,” replacing even the lowest
performing 8 percent of teachers with an

average veacher—not even a highly effective



increasingly clear: to be effective, accountability
policies cannot stand alone. Political
structures and a willingness to meaningfully
intervene must be present, even if it requires
difficult changes to personnel or insticutional
relationships and structures. Effective systems
to better support schools and educators in

the challenging work of improvement are

also critical, And finally, a host of coherent
policies—including better measures such as
improved assessments and real outcomes data
on how well students actually fared post-high-
school graduation, aligned human capital
policies, strong standards, and darta systems
that can provide insight into all of these—are
essential,
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~ostering Fiscal
Transparency

Paul Hill, Director and Research Professor,
Center on Reinuenting Public Edwcation

Education reformers call upon states to commit
to eliminating achievement gaps and to bring
all children up to high standards. For the
foreseeable furure these efforss must be made
withour any expectation of increased funding.

State leaders have a fundamental choice to
make: will they continue to e funds to
administrative structures, employee groups,
and programs, or will they give schools money
in ways that allow experimentation and
continuous learning about what is possible
given many alternative uses of funds and what
works in different situations?

To do more with fess, states and districes
must make more productive uses of funds
available for public education. This is a huge
challenge because most states have made
their funding systems inflexible and closed
to experimentation. Most states tic up fiscal
resources by funding dozens of differens
progratns, and then forbidding schools and
districts from making alternative uses of dollars
given for particular purposes. They similarly
hamstring human resources by requiring
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schools to be staffed in certain ways and to
teach certain subjects in isolation from others,
and by mandating certain class sizes and uses
of teacher and student time.

As in every other field where performance is
unacceptable but higher performance s cleatly
possible, rules on the uses of funds must be

opened up so that:

» Monay and people can flow from approsches that are ioss
productive to those that are maore produciive.

o fotential INnovalors are encouragsad to invest tme and
maoney developing new approaches.

= Eair comparisons can be made bebwean new and
dominant approaches.

¢ Porformance improvement is the foous of accountabiiity.

These conditions combine to create a process
of continuous improvement. No funding
arrangement should ever be considered “good
enough” just because it satisfies stakeholders
or avoids violating any laws. To the contrary,
in order to drive continuous improvement,
even the best performing school, teacher, or
instructional program is assumed not to be
the best possible. Policy makers must take the
view thar every arrangement, even those that
look good at the present time, are subject to
challenge and replacement by something better.

Governors and legislators can put themselves
in position to find more effective uses of funds
and constantly improve schools in light of
what works by:
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Diviving funds to sehools Dased on student counts,
To drive performance and innovation, states need to deliver

real budgers to local principals, who would then be responsible
for determining the mix of resources that makes sense to
manage their schools. Legislatures can use weighting if desired
to aflocate extra money for disadvantaged children while
preserving fexibility for fund use. Congress can also amend
Title I so it allocates funds on a per-pupil basis based on student
characteristics, right down to the school a student attends.

Keaping linked data about uses of funds and results,
so that alternarive methods of delivering instruction can be
compared on <ost and effectiveness.

Encouraging Inmovation and experimantation with new
uses of funds and imaginative new instructional programs. States
should demand relentless innovation and school improvement,
building on what works and climinating what does not. The goal
should be annual measurable improvement in school and student
performance. Data and analysis capacities—mentioned above--
are necessary supports for innovation and experimentation.

Motcing schools and districts accountable for
stpdent performance and continuous improvement,
State legislatures should re-mission school districts and state
education agencies to manage portfolios of schools on the basis

* of performance. Make superintendents and state school chiefs

responsibie for judging schoo! performance and finding betcer
options for children whose schools do not teach them effectively.
Build central office capacity to analyze evidence on performance
and find more productive methods, staff, and school providers.

A school finance system builc for continuous
improvement would not include carve-

outs for chartering, vouchers, standardized
curricula, or to any other specific school
reform. It would not assume chac district-

run schools were less effective than charters,
or vice versa; or that particular uses of time,
money, staff, and materials were always better,
Such a system would also minimize rules and
constraints on use of funds so that new ideas
could be readily tried. t would be wide open
to experimentation, measurement of costs and
performance oversighs, and differentiation in
uses of funds and instructional practice.

Qur current system of financing schools

was built around controlling inpuss, at a

time when the system lacked clear goals and
meaningful measures of school and teacher
performance. There is no excuse for an inputs-
based system now, when goals are clear and
performance can be measured.

In his discussion on standards and measures,
Chester E. Finn, Jr. argues that goals and
measures are not the end of reform, but the
beginning. Until fiscal systems are redesigned
to provide the transparency and flexibilicy
needed for continuous improvement, we won't
achieve the policy aims set ourt in his or the
other sections of this work.

Adopting a school financing system based on
continuous improvement would transform
stare education agencies and school districts.
Change needs to start with state legistation,
eliminating mandates, freeing up funds o
follow students, and allowing experimentation
with different ways to use public money to
improve education,
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Additional Resources

standarcs

« "Now What? Imperatives and Options for Common
Core Impiementation and Governance'; Fordham
Institute

« “The State of State Standards~and the Common
Core--in 2010"; Fordham Institute

» “The State of State U.5. History Standards 201",
Forcham institute

Eopuity

+ “Close the Hidden Funding Gaps in Our Schools”; The
Education Trust

+ "The Disproportionate Impact of Seniority-Based
Layoffs on Poor, Minority Students”; Center on
Reinventing Public Education (CRPE)

+ "Futures At Risk: The Story of Latino Student
Achievemnent in California, 2010 The Education
Trust-West

» “Next Generation Charter Schools; Meeting the
Needs of Latinos and English Language Learners™,
Center for American Progress (CAP)

» “Opportunity Lost: The Story of African-American
Achievernent in California, 2010, The Education
Frust-West

« "Victims of the Churn: The Damaging Impact of
California’s Teacher Layoff Policies on Schools,
Students and Communities in Three Large School
Districts” ~ The Education Trust-West

OECE

+ "Inside Charter Schools: Unlocking Doors to Student
Success”; CRPE

v “Learning as We Go: Why School Choice s Worth the
Walt™; CRPE

s Qfjo’s Education Reform Challenges: Lessons from
the Frontiines; Fordham Institute

+ "Renewal and Optimism: Five Years as an Ohio
Charter Authorizer”; Fordham Institute

+ “You're Leaving? Sustainability and Succession in
Charter Schools”; CRPE

soher Quiality

+ 2010 State Teacher Policy Yearbook Biueprint for
Change: National Councii on Teacher Quality (NCTQ)

+ "Better Benefils: Reforming Teacher Pensions for a
Changing Work Force”; Education Sector

« "Essential Elements of Teacher Policy in ESEA;
Effectiveness, Fairness, and Evaluation”; CAF and
The Education Trust

» "Incorporating Student Performance Measures into
Teacher Evaluation Systems”; CAP

+ “Increasing the Cdds"; NCTQ

v “A Measured Approach to Improving Teacher
Preparation”; Education Sector

« “Teachers at Work: Improving Teacher Quality
Through School Design”; Education Sector

« Teachers Rules, Roles, Rights (TR3) NCTQ database

« “Principals’ Approaches to Developing Teacher
Quality"™; CAP

« "putting Data into Practice"; Education Sector

« "Race to the Top and Teacher Preparation”; CAP

frirovation

“America’s Best (and Worst) Cities for School Reform:
Attracting Entrepreneurs and Change Agents™;
Fordharm Institute

"t eaders and Lagogards: A State-by-State Report Card
on Educational Innovation”; CAP

.

“t essons for Online Learning”; Education Sector

"New York City's iZone"; CRPE&

Accountability

» "Are Bad Schools Immortal?™; Fordham institute

« "Cotlege- and Career-Ready: Using Qutcomes Data to
Held High Schools Accountable for Student Success™
Education Sector

» "Restructuring 'Restructuring” Improving
Interventions for Low-Performing Schools and
Districts”; Education Sector

Fiscal Transparency

« “Curing Baumol's Disease; In Search of Productivity
Gains in ¥-12 Schooling™;, CRPE

» “Educational Economics: Where Do Schoo! Funds
Go?", CRPE

+ "Return on Educational Investment™; CAP

» “Stretching the Schogt Dellar”; Fordham {nstitute

Comprehensive Sirat

es

» “Needles in a Haystack: Lessons from Ohia's high-
performing, high-need urban schools™; Fordham
Institute

« “Turning Around the Nation's Lowest-Performing
Schools"; CAP
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